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ABSTRACT 
Non-native English accents, imprinted with the organic condition of a foreign 
tongue, sometimes can trigger harassment and violence from native speakers. 
Being a ‘scandalous’ linguistic performance of an alien body, non-native accents 
epitomize how the body demarcates the agency of speech, and at the same time 
how speech impinges on the bodily domain. To understand accent-related 
violence and the intertwined relation between body and speech, this paper 
examines accented speech within a hate speech paradigm, and seeks to add a 
further degree of nuance to this area by including a close reading of certain scenes 
depicted in literary texts. Accented English, often labeled as ‘broken’ or 
‘fractured,’ determines to a large extent the social relevance of the speaking body. 
Moreover, accented speech functions not always as a voluntary ‘coming-out;’ in 
some cases, the accented speaker is not socially sanctioned to remain silent, but is 
forced to speak out his/her foreignness. However, accented speech does not 
necessarily point to passivity; it questions the native speaker’s ingrained 
perception of his/her ‘natural’ bond with the mother tongue, all the while giving 
rise to a different kind of survivability for the accented speaker.  
Keywords: accented speech, violence, hate speech, broken English, silence 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
Accent   
Accent is employed primarily in a sociolinguistic sense in this paper. An accent is 
a distinctive way of speaking in quality of voice, pronunciation, grammar, and 
distinction of pitch and stress.  
Body 
The body discussed in this paper incorporates three dimensions. The first is the 
physical or biological entity of any living human being. The second aspect is the 
lived body as experienced by the person. The third dimension is “the surface of 
the body, the slate upon which is ‘inscribed’ the marks of culture, human 
coexistence, and social toil” (Schatzki and Natter 5).  
Hate Speech 
Hate speech is “a convenient shorthand way of referring to a broad spectrum of 
extremely negative discourse stretching from hatred and incitement to hatred; to 
abusive expression and vilification; and arguably also to extreme forms of 
prejudice and bias ” (McGonagle 4). In this paper, the discussions concerning hate 
speech are based upon work from Judith Butler. Hate speech does not merely 
communicate hate or reflect social domination; it constitutes the addressee in an 
inferior position at the moment of utterance. !
Illocutionary Act 
“An illocutionary act refers to the type of function a speaker intends to 
accomplish in the course of producing an utterance. It is an act accomplished in 
speaking and defined within a system of social conventions” (Huang 148). 
Linguascapes  
Linguascapes is a coined expression inspired by Arjun Appadurai’s proposition of 
“five dimensions of global cultural flows that can be termed (a) ethnoscapes, (b) 
mediascapes, (c) technoscapes, (d) financescapes, (e) ideoscapes.” With the suffix 
–scape, I aim to highlight “the fluid, irregular shapes” and the “deeply 
perspectival constructs” of the!linguistic landscapes (Appadurai 33).  
Locutionary Act 
“A concept developed by British Philosopher J. L. Austin for one of the three 
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types of speech act simultaneously performed by a speaker when he or she says 
something. A locutionary act has to do with the simple act of a speaker saying 
something, i.e. the act of producing a meaningful linguistic expression” (Huang 
178). 
Objet Petit a 
“The concept of the objet petit a is central to Lacan’s theory of desire, which 
arguably represents his major contribution to psychoanalysis. It is an expression 
of the lack inherent in human beings, whose incompleteness and early 
helplessness produce a quest for fulfillment beyond the satisfaction of biological 
needs. The objet petit a is a fantasy that functions as the cause of desire; as such, 
it determines whether desire will be expressed within the limits of the pleasure 
principle or “beyond,” in pursuit of an unlimited jouissance, an impossible and 
even deadly enjoyment” (Kirshner 83).  
Perlocutionary Act 
“A perlocutionary act is an act which produces a certain effect in or exerts a 
certain influence on the addressee through the uttering of a linguistic expression, 
such consequences being special to the circumstances of the utterance” (Huang 
221).  
Speech Act Theory 
“A theory originally proposed by the British philosopher J. L. Austin in the 1930s, 
and after his death in 1960 refined, systematized, and advanced especially by his 
Oxford pupil, the American philosopher John Searle, though somewhat 
foreshadowed by the Australian-born British philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein’s 
views about language games. The central tenet of speech act theory is that the 
uttering of a sentence is (part of) an action within the framework of social 
institutions and conventions. Put in slogan form, saying is (part of) doing, or 
words are (part of) deeds” (Huang 291).  
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INTRODUCTION 
I. UNAUTHORIZED INTIMACY 
No justification is required for the proliferation of syllables, rhythms, and tones 
regarding the movements of native tongues. With the term ‘native,’ I do not mean 
a person who is originally born in the milieu of a certain language that shapes 
his/her intimacy with it, but rather the one that fulfills the social expectation of the 
ethnic affinity to a corresponding language. No one approaches a speaker, blonde 
and white, with a strong London accent, and inquires: “Hey, how is it that your 
English is so good?” In contrast, if you have been bestowed a face that is not 
obviously or even typically ‘English,’ and yet you happen to speak that language 
very well, it is highly probable that you may encounter such a question. Even if 
sometimes people do not ask you directly, you sense their curiosity: suddenly they 
become interested in where you come from; and if that inquiry fails to elicit any 
satisfactory explanations, they sometimes give it another try by asking whether 
you have attended an international school, or whether you have any family 
members who speak English. In the beginning, you may take such a comment as 
an enormous compliment. Perhaps you momentarily consider releasing a selection 
of narratives regarding your origins and history so as to feed their curiosity. Yet 
the more you trace back, the more you feel insecure. There is no single exhaustive 
explanation of your mastery of English; once you begin varnishing it in your mind 
to render an impeccable narrative, you inevitably become uncertain of yourself: 
“What am I trying to do? I am telling lies. ” It is at this point that you begin to 
think to yourself: “I am telling lies because I want to hide from people the fact 
that I am not good at English at all.”  
You are depressed. Your insatiable desire to render an impeccable 
explanation haunts you, and makes you sick for your perpetual failure to do so. As 
a result, you become alienated from your body, your history, and your narrative, 
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none of which, all at once, establishes itself as a given. All of the above point to 
an uncertainty, craving for justifications. It is in this back-and-forth between 
estrangement and desire that you are forced to acknowledge the truth: you will 
never ever gain mastery of English because you are denied the access to it from 
the very beginning. “Why is your English so good?” (So good but still not quite 
good enough to let people ignore the incompatibility between your alien tongue 
and the seemingly natural rendition of English) people keep asking you. Again 
and again. Until one day the normal inquiry turns into a mild interrogation. Since 
then, you respond to the question in a manner of confession or defense. 
Nevertheless, you are bewildered: who is the interrogator? What or who endows 
him/her with the power of interrogation? What are you trying to defend yourself 
against? 
It hurts you with the presupposition implicit in their question: your intimacy 
with English is unjustified. The repeated inquiry asserts, instantiates, and 
safeguards an exclusive affinity between English and a corresponding ethnicity. 
Even if your affection for English is not something illegitimate, it entails further 
explanations and defenses. To understand what ostracizes you from your desired 
access to English, you try to put yourself in the shoes of the inquirer—it is from 
there that you see a body that does not immediately render itself recognizable, a 
body whose actualization is momentarily delayed, and a body that is in constant 
need of justifying itself through tracing back into its memory and past. You 
realize you have a body of inconsistency, unable to be identified with its linguistic 
reality, and a body of infidelity, betraying the native tongue that makes the body 
thinkable in the first place. And you sympathize with that in-between body, 
heading for nowhere but trapped in its own meaningless babble. The inquiry, you 
therefore notice, accomplishes a kind of inclusive exclusion: it acknowledges 
your affective association with English, and yet disillusions you from the ultimate 
intimacy with it. For the inquirer, your body signifies either a lack that requires 
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justification, or a redundancy that hinders the free expression of English. 
Sometimes English makes you feel as if you have assumed a new body—your 
tongue moves in a way that produces sounds and syllables unfamiliar to its default 
setting, and you wave and shrug as if you were born this way. Yet the recurring 
inquiry disillusions you; it reminds you of the absurdity and hypocrisy of your 
attempted mastery of English. After all, the new body, if not a sheer illusion, is 
artificial or prosthetic. You can paste English to your tongue, but you can never 
claim it is your tongue.  
II. HOSPITABLE HOSTILITY  
You have a feeling that the new language is a resurrection: new 
skin, new sex. But the illusion bursts when you hear, upon 
listening to a recording, for instance, that the melody of your 
voice comes back to you as a peculiar sound, out of nowhere, 
closer to the old spluttering than to today’s code. Your 
awkwardness has its charm, they say, it is even erotic, according 
to womanizers, not to be outdone. No one points out your 
mistakes, so as not to hurt your feelings, and then there are so 
many, and after all they don’t give a damn. One nevertheless lets 
you know that it is irritating just the same. Occasionally, raising 
the eyebrows or saying “I beg your pardon?” in quick succession 
lead you to understand that you will “never be a part of it,” that 
it “is not worth it,” that there, at least, one is “not taken in.” 
—Julia Kristeva, Strangers to Ourselves 
Sometimes you become tongue-tied, especially when people slightly frown and 
move closer to you, saying: “I beg your pardon?” You realize something has gone 
wrong with your conversation—it might be that the topic you are discussing is 
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unfamiliar to your interlocutor, or that he/she is somewhat distracted. You believe 
it is your problem, regardless: either you have mispronounced a crucial word, or 
your weird syntax has caused ambiguity. It must be your problem, because you 
have been asked at least a thousand times to repeat your words. You know you 
have an accent, which is not necessarily annoying, but does make you unable to 
hide behind your words. Many a time have you confused /l/ with /r/. You want to 
say ‘election,’ but people hear ‘erection.’ Occasionally they correct you. More 
than once they make fun of you. Gradually you start to realize that you become 
indispensible to ‘election’ and ‘erection’; whenever people hear them, they think 
about you. You are no longer the anonymous being that crouches behind the 
colloquies, but become duty-bound to every word (especially the mispronounced 
one) that is mediated through your tongue. Little by little, it does not matter 
whether people pick it out or not; you come to be the safeguard of your tongue. 
An activist for language purism—you strive to eliminate the slightest trace of 
phonetic aberrance. An idealist who knows no fear or frustration—you are 
devoting yourself to a cause that promises no ending. Even when people stop 
picking faults with your accent, even when they cease asking you for clarification, 
you are nevertheless insecure. You know it very well that, anyway, you are just 
being tolerated.  
Your tongue is a stranger to you, a stranger who happens to accommodate 
itself in your very own mouth. You remember clearly all the tips for accurate 
pronunciation. With /l/, you let the tip of your tongue touch the gum ridge behind 
your mouth. With /r/, you pull it back without touching the top. Yet your tongue is 
a rebel, shattering all your ambitions for order and peace. It runs aimlessly in your 
mouth: this time you capture it, rendering a flawless pronunciation, but another 
time it frees itself from your grasp and produces the wildest sound that never fails 
to embarrass you. You feel as if a devil is living in your mouth, a devil that 
seduces you, teases you, but always somehow eludes you. You think your body 
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could not be more incongruous. You are alienated from it, hovering overhead, 
consciously hearing what it is saying, and ready to rectify and punish the most 
trivial slip of the tongue. The words, choked in your throat, and then twisted upon 
your tongue, are scattered and broken into pieces in the end, just like your 
fragmented body.  
 You have too much resentment. You think your body is an obscure alien that 
is frequently being requested to repeat or readjust itself. However, has it also 
occurred to you that people ask for your clarification, because they consider 
language a coded relation to others; and by the very act of asking, they send an 
invitation for you to enter their semantic worlds? It might rather be you that 
establishes a threshold for ultimate hospitality: are you a guest who respects their 
rules, grammars, laws, or are you a parasite that tries to take over, to destroy, and 
to violate? The mild interrogation, as you may call it, could be a defensive 
response to the intimidating power of the ‘inaccurate’ non-native body. Being 
interrogated is not necessarily being trapped in abjection and passivity. The alien 
tongue, marked out by the stubborn and unassimilable accent, deterritorializes the 
once-taken-for-granted linguascapes of the native, and embraces as well the 
ability to reclaim and reinforce its legitimacy through speaking out a different 
kind of intimacy.  
III. REVERSIBLE HATE SPEECH  
The everyday experiences of the non-native English speaker depicted above, be it 
the unjustified affection with English, or the temporary clumsiness of being 
tongue-tied, encode accent as a barrier, leading to a situation in which the 
non-native speaker is shut out from the linguascapes domesticated by the native. 
The non-native accent exposes an intimidating body that appears to blend in but 
still carries the stigma of foreignness all the way. With practice of accented 
speech, the non-native speaker is not only re-inscribed in the spatio-temporality of 
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linguistic displacement, alienated from his/her own body and the language he/she 
is struggling to acquire, but also sometimes elicits hostility, or in extreme cases, 
provokes bodily attack and abuse. At the same time, considered both erotic and 
irritating, accent sketches out the native body that projects fetishistic or 
voyeuristic gazes upon the non-native speaker. The body of the native, nourished 
by a fascination for the ‘organic’ bond with the native language, presents various 
degrees of hostility towards the speaker who has an accent and belongs to a 
different ethnicity. The accented speech, therefore, demands a close look at the 
intertwined relation between speech and body: in what way does accent engender 
hostility and/or bodily violence? Why and how is accented speech able to trespass 
the domain of language and enact upon the body? Since the non-native speaker is 
deprived of any intimacy with languages beyond that of his/her mother tongue 
from the very outset, is it possible for him/her to survive linguistically?  
In “On Linguistic Vulnerability,” Judith Butler writes that the overlap of 
linguistic and physical vocabularies, as ‘words wound’ may illustrate, suggests 
that the “somatic dimension may be important to the understanding of linguistic 
pain” (5). Whereas some people claim that the violence involved in hate speech 
only takes place in language while “the threatened act takes place in a material 
instance fully beyond language, between and among bodies” (10), Butler breaks 
down the epistemic opposition between language and body, emphasizing that as a 
linguistic being “who requires language in order to be,” the body is from the start 
positioned “as [an] object of its [language’s] injurious trajectory” (1). Butler cites 
Shoshana Felman, arguing that “speaking is itself a bodily act” (10). Therefore, 
injurious speech does more than communicate hate and represent violence; it 
enacts violence upon the addressed body by turning it into “an instrument of 
violent rhetoricity” and an embodiment of social subordination, exposing it “as no 
longer (and not ever fully) in its own control” (13). Through constituting “a being 
within the possible circuit of recognition and, accordingly, outside of it, in 
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abjection” (5), Butler explains, language determines the social relevance and 
accessibility of the body, rendering it thinkable/unthinkable, and worthy/unworthy. 
However, as Butler notes, the prerequisite for the social existence of the body is 
not being recognized but being recognizable, since “[t]he terms that facilitate 
recognition are themselves conventional, the effects and instruments of a social 
ritual that decide, often through exclusion and violence, the linguistic conditions 
of survivable subjects” (5). It is precisely in this linguistic sustenance of the body 
that the violence of language is installed: be it the speaking body or the addressed 
one, both possess no exclusive ownership over the language but instead circulate 
in a ritual chain of signification and resignification.  
 The accented speech, as an incitement to hostility and/or violence, can be 
construed as a kind of hate speech; however, instead of subjugating the addressed 
body, the performative force of the accented speech is reversed and targeted at the 
speaking body. “In the culturally pluralistic, yet divided, and markedly 
monolingual society of contemporary Britain,” Caroline Bergvall observes in Fig, 
“variations in accent and deviations from a broad English pronunciation still 
frequently entail degrees of harassment and verbal, sometimes physical, abuse, all 
according to ethnic and linguistic background” (51). That accent has the power to 
offend people has, in most cases, nothing to do with what the speaker claims with 
the very utterance. As a trace bearing the origin and history of the speaking body, 
accent is conveyed through the subtlety of a certain language (the intonation, the 
syntax, etc.), tingeing it with attributes that are unfamiliar or foreign to ears of the 
native. Accented speech, in this case, does not merely “state a point of view or 
report on a reality” (On Linguistic Vulnerability 18); it reveals the speaker who 
once lurked behind his/her speech anonymously, and gives that body a name, a 
history, and a sense of agency. For the native speaker, accent prefigures a 
linguistic other who has already impinged on and threatens to take over their 
linguascapes. With the threatening force registered in a simple utterance, accented 
! !10!
speech evokes violence, and at the same time reverses the injurious power 
towards the speaking body.  
However, to say that the threat and violence is provoked by the accented 
speaker by no means justifies the vindictive act. Indeed, all these accusations 
against the non-native speaker and his/her accented speech could just be fantasies 
that are structured to fulfill the self-righteousness of the native. The animosity 
exhibited by the native speaker is sometimes justified as a well-reasoned 
consequence produced by the accented speech act, whose performative force in 
insulting existing linguistic conventions is considered perlocutionary. Meanwhile, 
another possible explanation is that the non-native speaker “is understood [by the 
native] to occupy a social position or to have become synonymous with that 
position, and social positions themselves are understood to be situated in a static 
and hierarchical relation to one another.” As such, accented speech “enjoins the 
subject to reoccupy a subordinate social position” (18). This model of theorizing 
accented speech is primarily an illocutionary one: accent constitutes the speaking 
body at the very moment of its utterance, and shapes the social reality of that body 
(its mistreatment, its inferiority, etc.).   
It seems that the intertwined relation between accent and body concerns some 
writers as well, especially bilingual/polyglot writers. Elsa Triolet, as a native 
speaker of Russian who is also fluent in German and French, expresses 
antithetical attitudes towards her French accent and Russian accent. “It is in 
French, that I had, and still have, an accent,” Triolet writes proudly, “[p]eople 
have offered to help me get rid of it, but I always refused: an accent is like a hump, 
and only death can take it away” (Beaujour 72). For Triolet, though being an 
abnormality, her French accent does not pester her to the point of having to make 
extra efforts for rectification. Elizabeth Klosty Beaujour observes that it is 
because Triolet takes her French accent “as a hostage, a sacrifice to Russian, a 
constant proof that she had not really betrayed her first linguistic loyalty” that she 
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prefers to keep it and refuses all well-meaning offers to correct it (72). In contrast, 
when it comes to her Russian accent, Triolet presents strong fear and frustration 
for not being able to “keep it [Russian] intact, as pure as when it was born in [her], 
without its being disturbed by any foreign accent” (71). As a native speaker of 
Russian, Triolet conceives that her Russian accent is a threat to her ‘natural’ bond 
with the mother tongue. She writes, “[m]y Russian accent embarrasses me, like 
ugly teeth which keep one from smiling… an accent seems to me to be ugly. I 
don’t want to inflict ugliness on others” (72). In both narratives, Triolet compares 
accents to parts of her body; nevertheless, the similes suggest distinct ways that 
accents attach themselves to both the non-native and the native bodies. Like a 
hump, an accent clings to the non-native body in an obviously unnatural manner, 
yet it is an abnormity that the body cannot or does not need to get rid of. In 
contrast, for the native body, an accent is so unpleasant and irritating that one can 
only conceal the ugliness by keeping one’s mouth shut. Beneath the subtle 
distinction between these similes lies the unbreakable myth of an irreplaceable 
and essential bodily affection with one’s mother tongue. “My mother tongue, my 
irreplaceable language,” Triolet claims, “[y]ou would think that no one would 
take a language away from you, that you carry it with you wherever you go, that it 
is alive with you—unforgettable, incurable, divine” (Beaujour 71). It is this 
fantasy of the mother tongue being one’s ultimate belonging that makes a foreign 
accent unbearable, and empowers the native speaker to eliminate the 
unassimilable accent by means of violent attacks on the non-native body.  
 Apart from Elsa Triolet, there are other writers who deal with the issue of 
accent and body in their writings. Some of the representations and reflections 
offered by these writers provide great insights into the relation between accent 
and body, and add a degree of nuance to theories of hate speech through drawing 
attention to the different articulations of accent and silence in the case of the 
non-native speaker. In this paper, I will continue the debate as opened up by 
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Judith Butler in “On Linguistic Vulnerability,” and endeavor to examine how the 
domain of the body transforms into the locus of violence with the accented speech 
act. I will approach accented speech through the modality of hate speech, and 
analyze the practice of ‘broken’ English by examining literary texts among which 
feature a short essay entitled “Mother tongue” and a memoir named The Woman 
Warrior. However, unlike Butler who makes efforts to disjoin the injurious 
efficacy from offensive words and the act of naming, I am more concerned with 
the speech itself, its interactions with the native and non-native bodies, and the 
ideologies that give rise to and necessitate ‘proper’ speech. Since accent-related 
hostility and violence varies from one ethnicity to another, I will focus primarily 
on the English accent of Chinese speakers. Correspondingly, the selected literary 
works range from Amy Tan and Maxine Hong Kingston to Wang Ping, whose 
linguistic trajectories have either been influenced and/or altered by immigration. I 
will discuss how the accented speech sells out the body, and renders it invisible 
and ungrievable. I will analyze the manner in which silence becomes a torture 
under the pressure of speaking out one’s otherness. In the end of this paper, I will 
extend my discussion to the psychological dimension of accent, and draw 
attention to the survivability of the accented speaker.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 ACCENT AS GATEKEEPER 
I. SAY SHIBBOLETH  
It is recorded in Judges that around the eleventh century B.C., after the inhabitants 
of Gilead defeated the tribe of Ephraim, the surviving Ephraimites sought to flee 
to Palestine through Jordan, whose fords were guarded by the Gileadites. The 
fugitives were forced to say ‘shibboleth.’ Because of the phonetic and dialectal 
difference in the pronunciation of sh, those who pretended to be Gileadites were 
betrayed by their tongues; forty-two thousand Ephraimites were slaughtered 
(Speiser 85). The Hebrew word shibboleth, Marjorie Perloff explains, “literally 
means the part of a plant containing grains, such as an ear of corn or a stalk of 
grain, or, in different contexts, ‘stream, torrent’” (732). For those Ephraimites 
who failed to pronounce sh ‘properly,’ shibboleth proved to be their last word, 
embodying the desperate will for eternity, all the while foreshadowing the 
inevitability of death and oblivion. It is a word that goes beyond its referentiality, 
a signifier that captures more than what it originally signified. It can either be 
seen as an isolated signifier with its possible range of use not delimited by other 
signs, or a renewed signifier whose sound image refers to nothing but the body of 
the speaker. Correspondingly, as the phonetic rendition becomes the body’s sole 
recognizable articulation and mere justification for survival, the body of the 
Ephraimite is transformed into a reification of ‘shibboleth’, that is, the body itself 
enters into the system of language and therefore is governed by the same rules 
that regulate signifiers. According to Ferdinand de Saussure, language is a system 
of interdependent signs, the meanings and functions of which are realized and 
delimited by other signs within the system. Similarly, the Ephraimite body does 
not come into being without first being distinguished from the Gileadite body. 
The tongue might produce the sound of sh in a variety of ways in everyday life 
without making any difference to the fate of the body, but in the shibboleth test, 
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the phonetic variant contours the Ephraimite body to be perceived as 
fundamentally different from the Gileadite body. Moreover, although the 
everyday body of the Ephraimite/Gileadite can exist in its singularity—it can be 
slim, healthy, or masculine; in the shibboleth test, the body is reducible to its 
tongue and deserves a livable life only when the tongue moves in a certain 
manner.  
However, what concerns me more is the body of the Gileadite guard. If 
‘shibboleth’ configures the body within the domain of language, what linguistic 
position does the guard occupy when he says ‘say shibboleth’, a sentence that 
bestows upon him the right of judgment and the power of eliminating linguistic 
otherness? What makes his body the gatekeeper to survivability? In Course in 
General Linguistics, Saussure makes a distinction between parole [speech] and 
langue [language]: while the former refers to the individual act of speech, langue 
is “both a social product of the faculty of speech and a collection of necessary 
conventions that have been adopted by a social body to permit individuals to 
exercise that faculty” (9); and “the faculty of articulating words…is exercised 
only with the help of the instrument created by a collectivity and provided for its 
use” (11). That is to say, language, as a self-contained and conventional system, 
on one hand comes into being through the practice of speaking, and on the other 
hand enables the speech act to arise as such. In the shibboleth test, with the very 
act of ordering the other to say ‘shibboleth’, the body of the guard is configured in 
full identification with langue itself. The body comes into being through the 
speech act, and at the same time it becomes the law, the code, and the sovereign 
that empowers the very speech act.  
In Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life, Giorgio Agamben 
juxtaposes Flamen Diale, a great priest of classical Rome, with homo sacer, 
whose body is “reduced to a bare life stripped of every right by virtue of the fact 
that anyone can kill him without committing homicide” (183). As a body 
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absolutely identical to that of public function, Agamben writes, Flamen Diale 
becomes a sacred living statue within whom something like a bare life cannot be 
isolated because “there is no gesture or detail of his life, the way he dresses or the 
way he walks, that does not have a precise meaning and is not caught in a series 
of functions and meticulously studied effects” (183). So the question is, to what 
extent does the body of Flamen differ from that of homo sacer? Though 
separately the most sacred and the barest, the two bodies represent two 
symmetrical figures in the sense that they are both located in a zone of 
indistinction, where the lines between life and death, (out)law and citizen, zoē and 
bios are blurred1. The Ephraimite resembles bare life in the sense that once being 
exposed as a linguistic other, anyone can kill him/her “without committing 
homicide and without celebrating a sacrifice” (83). In appearance, the Ephraimite 
body is interpellated and eradicated as an outsider of the linguistic law obeyed, 
represented, and sustained by the Gileadite. Yet in fact, the Ephraimite body 
defines the border of the Gileadite’s linguistic sovereignty; it is against this border 
that the citizenship and linguistic belongings of the Gileadite become imaginable 
and maintainable. Hence the paradox of the Gileadite’s body: in the very moment 
it tries to establish itself as the ultimate law of language through transfiguration 
into the sacred body, it becomes indistinctive from the barest body it is addressing, 
and finds “itself confronted with a life that is absolutely indistinguishable from 
law” (185), a life that gives rise to the linguistic subjectivity of the Gileadite.  
II. BROKEN ENGLISH 
The shibboleth test of Biblical times is not an exception in history. In “21st 
Century Shibboleth: Language Tests, Identity and Intergroup Conflict,” Tim !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!1! Zoē and bios, two terms with a common etymological root, actually have separate connotations: zoē 
expresses “the simple fact of living common to all living beings (animals, men, or gods),” whereas bios 
indicates “the form or way of living proper to an individual or a group.” See Giorgio Agamben, “Homo Sacer: 
Sovereign Power and Bare Life. Trans. Daniel Heller-Roazen. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 
1998, p 1.   
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McNamara gives several examples of shibboleth-like tests happening more 
recently and argues that the tradition of shibboleth tests continue to be prevalent 
in the present day. One such incident happened during the civil war between the 
Sinhalese and Tamil in Sri Lanka in 1983: 
    During what has come be called the Black July riots in urban 
parts of Sri Lanka against Tamils, riots tolerated and even 
encouraged by the then government, many Tamil civilians were 
attacked by military police, and attempted to ‘pass’ as Sinhalese, 
or as non-Tamils, because of fear of beatings, even death for 
many. Police and army personnel and others would make them 
say the Sinhala word for bucket by showing a bucket and 
demanding they name it in Sinhala: BALDIYA (pron. BAA- 
HLdiya). A fronted pronunciation like this is not common in 
Tamil, which also has the allophone ba/pa, so this was a ‘dead’ 
give-away. (353) 
As words “used as test(s) for detecting foreigners, or persons from another 
district, by their pronunciation” (Perloff 732), ‘shibboleth’ and ‘baldiya’ provide 
extreme cases (during overt armed conflicts) of accents as the gatekeeper that 
determines the survivability of the interrogated body. In everyday life, accent or 
phonetic variations in pronunciation, together with the speaker’s particular 
ethnicity, still function to shape the social relevance of that body. In an essay 
entitled “Mother Tongue,” Amy Tan talks about how ‘broken’ or ‘fractured’ 
English renders her mother, a first-generation Chinese immigrant, invisible to 
American society and vulnerable to mistreatment and injury: 
I was ashamed of her English. I believed that her English 
reflected the quality of what she had to say. That is, because she 
expressed them imperfectly her thoughts were imperfect. And I 
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had plenty of empirical evidence to support me: the fact that 
people in department stores, at banks, and at restaurants did not 
take her seriously, did not give her good service, pretended not 
to understand her, or even acted as if they did not hear her. (323) 
Tan conceives that it is her mother’s ‘broken’ English that scatters her perception 
of the world and reflects the limitation of her thoughts. Tan notices as well that 
‘broken’ English breaks down the entirety of her mother’s body in public, making 
it either unrecognizable or recognized as an inferior being. In the shibboleth test, 
the violence is already initiated and prefigured in the request to say ‘shibboleth’; 
the body of the guard, through the very speech act, is transfigured into the 
exteriority, whose identification is further solidified through the exclusion of the 
linguistic other. In contrast, in the scenario depicted by Tan, speech serves as a 
kind of voluntary ‘coming-out’, and the constitutive force of speech occurs in the 
very moment of utterance. Mispronunciations, fragmentary phrases, and weird 
accents become the vehicle through which the social structure is inaugurated, 
constituting her in a subordinated position, and rendering her social reality 
fragmented and abhorred.  
The Russian writer Zinaïda Schakovskoy, as a non-native speaker of French, 
encountered similar hostility in her early days in Paris: 
Badly dressed, with a foreign accent, and looking younger than I was, 
I was robbed right and left… In cafés, they would never give me my 
change. I tried to protest, by my stuttering made my protest 
ineffectual and only provoked jeers. “She doesn’t even know how to 
talk and she still wants to complain!” (Beaujour 126) 
Schakovskoy’s debilitating stutter makes her protest futile; her discursive 
performativity is demarcated in this scenario by the brokenness of her speech. In 
“On Linguistic Vulnerability,” Butler proposes that the offensive effect of hate 
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speech could be countered and restaged through subversive iteration and 
evocation of a new context (14). Butler writes, “[t]hose who seek to fix with 
certainty the link between certain speech acts and their injurious effects will 
surely lament the open temporality of the speech act” (15). However, what Butler 
fails to notice is that hate speech enacts social domination on the addressee, 
primarily through delimiting and suppressing his/her linguistic subjectivity; it 
presumes that the speech of the addressee is less valued, making his/her potential 
speech susceptible to invalidity. Similarly, although the boundaries of 
resignification may remain unfixed and unfixable, accented speech does not 
happen in a smooth social space that permits continuous free significations and 
resignifications, but in an already striated one2, where the utterance of accented 
speech only reinvokes a hierarchical structure. Schakovskoy does endeavor to 
counter the injurious effect of her accented speech through ‘talking back’; 
however, her ‘broken’ speech only reinforces the image of the inadequate speaker 
and dismisses her appeal for social justice.  
 Tan’s mother has also realized that, because of the limitations of her English, 
people turn a deaf ear on her requests and complaints. She therefore asks Tan, 
who is born in America and speaks ‘perfect’ English, to “complain and yell at 
people who had been rude to her” (Tan 323). In her essay Tan recalls, 
My mother had gone to the hospital for an appointment, to find out 
about a benign brain tumor a CAT scan had revealed a month ago. 
She said she had spoken very good English, her best English, no 
mistakes. Still, she said, the hospital did not apologize when they 
said they had lost the CAT scan and she had come for nothing. She 
said they did not seem to have any sympathy when she told them she !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!2! In A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia,!Gills Deleuze and Félix Guattari introduce smooth 
space and striated space as a conceptual pair. Striated space refers to a partitioned and hierarchical field that 
prohibits free motion. Smooth space stands in opposition to striated space; it is characterized by a form of 
free flowing occupation. !
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was anxious to know the exact diagnosis since her husband and son 
had both died of brain tumors. She said they would not give her any 
more information until the next time and she would have to make 
another appointment for that. So she said she would not leave until 
the doctor called her daughter. She wouldn’t budge. And when the 
doctor finally called her daughter, me, who spoke in perfect 
English—lo and behold—we had assurances the CAT scan would be 
found, promises that a conference call on Monday would be held, 
and apologies for any suffering my mother had gone through for a 
most regrettable mistake. (324)  
It is astonishing to see how the intervention of the native English speaker 
effectively changes the doctor’s attitude and behavior. With her ‘broken’ English, 
Tan’s mother is positioned to both suffer from and to take responsibility for 
mistake of another. Her well-being concerns no one; her anxiety provokes no 
sympathy. However, as soon as Tan speaks over the phone (notably without 
personal/bodily presence) on behalf of her mother, the doctor immediately 
acknowledges the mistake and promises to compensate. Indeed, it must be asked, 
what gives ‘perfect’ English the power to act on reality with such efficacy? What 
makes Tan’s speech, compared with her mother’s, able to do things with words? 
III. STANDARD ENGLISH  
Before turning to the ‘omnipotent’ performativity of Standard English, I want to 
bring up another significant question: how is it possible that one’s English should 
be recognized as broken? Literally, ‘broken’ means having been damaged and no 
longer in working order; it is a status that can only exist with the recognition of 
what things should be and how they should function. From the very attribute of 
brokenness arises the image of its counterpart, an intact language that is 
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distinguished by its wholeness and irreplaceability. However, in ‘Talking Proper’: 
The Rise of Accent as Social Symbol, Lynda Mugglestone points out that Standard 
English, with an aura of being superordinate to its geographically variant forms, 
comes into being through a historical and ideological process of standardization. 
Over the course of the sixteenth and seventeenth century, writes Mugglestone, a 
clear sense of an emergent standard of spoken English became perceptible owing 
to the “extensive and detailed works on the articulatory mechanisms of English” 
and classification of speech sounds by phoneticians (13). The normative and 
prescriptive zeal towards codifying a non-localized, dominant standard of spoken 
English prevailed in the eighteenth century. Mugglestone quotes Thomas 
Sheridan, a major proponent of the elocution movement, arguing that “ ‘the 
pronunciation of each word’ can be reduced ‘to a certainty by fixed and visible 
marks; the only way in which uniformity of sound could be propagated to any 
distance’” (16). With the attempted imposition of ordered patterns of ‘proper’ 
pronunciation, theoreticians and writers also endeavored to infuse beliefs and 
attitudes in speakers’ phonetic consciousness: ‘propriety’ and ‘impropriety,’ 
‘elegancy’ and ‘vulgarity’ gradually became distinctive implications pertaining to 
standard spoken English and its variations, respectively.   
 This framing ideology functions to place the speaker in a binary opposition of 
‘right’ and ‘wrong,’ which correspondingly changes people’s perception of 
individual and regional variations in English pronunciation. The divergent 
pronunciation and difference in accent is hitherto perceived as the deviant, which 
is “a sign of ‘disgrace’” (15). In “Mother Tongue,” Tan also reflects on the kind 
of English her mother speaks, which Tan has often described to people as ‘broken’ 
or ‘fractured.’ Indeed, Tan somehow feels uneasy with it: 
It has always bothered me that I can think of no way to describe 
it other than “broken,” as if it were damaged and needed to be 
! !21!
fixed, as if it lacked a certain wholeness and soundness. I’ve 
heard other terms used, “limited English,” for example. But they 
seem just as bad, as if everything is limited, including people’s 
perception of the limited English speaker. (323) 
‘Broken’ or ‘limited’ English, with the negative connotation of aberrance, 
deficiency, and inadequacy, according to Tan, has been bound up with the body 
that utters such speech. It constitutes a being of inferior position, which in turn 
reinforces the perception of what is acceptable, what is recognizable, and what is 
the norm. Hence derives the privileged epistemological blindness of Standard 
English: with the very ideology of being a superordinate and wholesome entity, 
Standard English “relegate(s) linguistic practices without proper names to the 
status of deviation, hodgepodge, or simply invisibility, rather than recognizing 
them as ‘language’” (Yildiz 7).  
For a lack of ‘wholeness’, ‘broken’ English had undercut the possibility of 
linguistic intimacy between Tan and her mother. Tan had always felt ashamed of 
her mother’s English and thought that it limited her own possibilities in life as 
well, although in the later years, especially when Tan began to write fiction in 
English, she realized how her mother’s language, “vivid, direct, full of 
observation and imagery” (323), shaped the way she saw and expressed things. 
Growing up in an immigrant family, Tan believed that the language spoken in her 
family, that of ‘broken’ English, affected her performance in English language 
tests. When noticing the survey that “Asian students, as a whole, always do 
significantly better on math achievements tests than in English,” Tan observes,  
this makes me think that there are other Asian-American 
students whose English spoken in the home might also be 
described as ‘broken’ or ‘limited’. And perhaps they also have 
teachers who are steering them away from writing and into math 
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and science, which is what happened to me. (326) 
As a second-generation immigrant, English is Tan’s mother tongue; through years 
of training in school, it is fair to say that Tan is capable of speaking that language 
quite well (Perhaps the most striking evidence of which is that she has published 
several books and delivered numerous speeches—all in English!). Still, Tan and 
many other Asian-Americans are steered away from English creative writing. It 
might be true that the ‘limited’ English spoken in the immigrant family has a 
negative influence on the language skills of the second- and/or third-generation 
immigrants. However, is it possible that besides the familial circumstance, there is 
a kind of ideology that functions to frame people’s perception of Asian-American 
speakers and undercuts their intimacy with English? 
IV. SPEAK AS AN ALIEN 
Postmigrants, although they do not experience the process of migration by 
themselves, as Yasemin Yildiz observes in Beyond the Mother Tongue, “continue 
to be conceived under the sign of this phenomenon [migration] rather than as fully 
belonging in the new home as fellow citizens” (170). The linguistic otherness of 
Asian Americans is therefore perceived to be embedded in their origin and 
ethnicity and to “attest to an essential, unalterable difference” (38). For 
postmigrants, it seems as if they speak with a tongue that is not inherited from the 
mother, and thus always speak it as aliens. In Das Judentum in der Musik, 
Richard Wagner offers a vivid illustration concerning the perception of the 
immutable linguistic foreignness of the Jew who has settled down in the country 
for generations:  
The Jew speaks the language of the nation in whose midst he 
dwells from generation to generation, but he speaks it always as 
an alien. […] In the first place, then, the general circumstance 
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that the Jew talks the modern European languages merely as 
learnt, and not as mother tongues, must necessarily debar him 
from all capacity of therein expressing himself idiomatically, 
independently, and conformably to his nature. A language, with 
its expression and its evolution, is not the work of scattered 
units, but of an historical community: only he who has 
unconsciously grown up within the bond of this community, 
takes also any share in its creation. (Yildiz 37)  
For Wagner, the mother tongue entails a predetermined and organic bond with the 
ethnically sanctioned native speaker. Therefore, the Asian-American speaker, like 
the Jew who is nurtured in the language of his/her country but lacks the corporeal 
intimacy and natural kinship with that language, always remains a non-native 
speaker with a foreign tongue and is considered to make no contribution to the 
linguistic formulation and evolution of that language.  
 The very ideology that sustains the narrative concerning the mother tongue, 
as explained by Yildiz, undertakes a historical and political constellation of 
language and the mother’s body. Yildiz indicates that the emotional connotation 
surrounding the mother tongue began to take shape following a trend of linguistic 
socialization in the late eighteenth century. At that time, large social and political 
transformations “produced new and interrelated conceptions of family, kinship, 
motherhood, nation, and state” (10), and the bourgeois mother thus “entered into 
the modern ‘mother tongue’ discourse” (11) through a renewed emphasis on 
affective care towards the child instead of physical care alone. However, the 
historical discourse on the complex imbrication of ‘mother’ and ‘language’ differs 
among contemporary feminists. “Some feminist critics celebrate the ‘mother 
tongue’ as bearing residues or traces of the maternal body,” Yildiz writes, yet 
other feminists “align the maternal with the pre-Oedipal and preverbal” and thus 
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“locate language and the law of the father as separate from the mother, who is 
‘pure bodily closeness’” (11). Besides the above feminist models, Yildiz proposes 
a third strand that links language and mother’s body with male authority, and 
configures the mother’s mouth as the central conduit for male ventriloquy (12).  
In his writings, Yildiz provides a historical and ideological account that links 
the mother tongue with the proximity and intimacy of the mother’s body, and 
stages “the fantasy behind the modern notion of the mother tongue—namely that 
the mother tongue emanates from the mother’s body” (12). However, my question 
is what if this intimacy is illegitimate? What if one’s mother’s language, 
perceived as “the single locus of affect and attachment” (13), is not socially 
recognized and sanctioned to play the affect-producing role?  
In “Mother Tongue,” Tan talks about how the language her mother speaks, 
being described as ‘broken’ and ‘fractured,’ makes her mother fade into oblivion, 
and therefore, at first hinders Tan in forming a certain kind of intimacy with her 
mother and in identifying with her mother’s language. People’s deliberate 
blindness or hostility towards the non-native body, along with the epistemic 
limitation lodged in the center of ‘brokenness’ within the linguistic practice, casts 
Tan’s mother into an ‘unlivable’ and ‘uninhabitable’ social life, and denounces 
her access to proper subjectivity and legitimacy. For Tan, her mother’s ‘broken’ 
English becomes the site where the social space exerts repression and violence on 
her mother’s body, and where the very expression of her mother is made invisible 
by discourse so as to form a constitutive outside against which the native, the 
insider, can be defined. Owing to the social suppression of the mother’s body, Tan 
is captured by a desire for separation, a desire to detach from the ‘broken’ English 
that once limited her possibilities in life. In her essay, Tan recalls the aspiration to 
subvert the image of brokenness pertaining to the Asian-American speaker when 
she first began to write fictions. “At first I wrote using what I thought to be wittily 
crafted sentences,” Tan writes, “sentences that would finally prove I had mastery 
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over the English language” (327). Later however, Tan somehow acknowledges 
the impossibility of excluding this brokenness from her writings, and begins to 
appreciate the invisible force lodged in her mother’s language. Tan decides to 
envision her mother as a reader for the stories she would write, and uses the 
language that could capture “her [Tan’s mother] intent, her passion, her imagery, 
the rhythms of her speech and the nature of thoughts” (327). For Tan, her mother, 
together with her linguistic practice of ‘broken’ English, forms the borderline 
where horror and desire, exclusion and inclusion, absence and presence are 
simultaneously staged.  
The scenario depicted by Tan reveals that the affect beneath the constellation 
between ‘mother’ and ‘language’ needs to be socially sanctioned. For the native 
English speaker, the linguistic brokenness poses a challenge to the configuration 
of mother tongue being a unique, wholesome, and irreplaceable entity with 
impermeable boundaries. Putting the coherence and the ensuing identitarian role 
of mother tongue into question from within, ‘broken’ English turns Standard 
English into an uncanny space, which, according to Sigmund Freud, constitutes a 
space where “the familiar and unfamiliar slide disturbingly into each other and 
disable the comforting distinction between them” (Yildiz 53). It expands the gap 
lying within the linguistic practice for being “at once system and transgression 
(negativity), a product of both the ‘drive-governed basic of sound production’ and 
the social space in which the enunciation takes place” (The Kristeva Reader 24). 
The norms and the supposed singularity of Standard English that once gave rise to 
a proper subjectivity become ambiguous and uncertain under the unyielding 
menace of accented speech. The animosity against ‘broken’ English and accented 
speakers only attests to an “inability to assume with sufficient strength the 
imperative act of excluding abject things (and that act establishes the foundations 
of collective existence)” (Powers of Horror 56). The broken and alien, therefore, 
become the undeniable hidden face of the native.   
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CHAPTER 2 
 CAN ONE REMAIN SILENT? 
I. CUT LOOSE THE STAMMERING TONGUE  
And I have since been wedded to a torrent. It is a desire to 
understand, to be sure, or, if you prefer, a laboratory of death. 
For what you take to be a shattering of language is really a 
shattering of the body, and the immediate surroundings get it 
smack on the chin. Besides, they exist for no other reason than 
to take it on the chin, and to resist, if they can. But above all, do 
not take yourself for someone or something; you “are” within 
the shattering, to be shattered. Woe unto him who thinks that 
you are—in good part or in bad, no matter. 
—Julia Kristeva, Desire in Language 
In The Scandal of the Speaking Body, Shoshana Felman applies J. L. Austin’s 
theory on the performative act of speech to the reading of Molière’s Don Juan, 
concluding that the human body is seduced insofar as it speaks (5). According to 
Felman, the body is not passively involved in but finds desire in the very 
production of seductive speech. Without the participation of the body, the speech 
will cease to be seductive. As commented on by Butler, “the body is at once the 
precondition for the speech act and that which is indexed in the act itself, without 
which the act could not be the act at all” (Afterword 119). For instance, in the 
Don Juan myth of seduction, the promise of marriage is mediated through the 
mouth, which according to Felman, makes it “not simply an organ of pleasure and 
appropriation, [but] also the speech organ par excellence, even the organ of 
seduction” (37). Indeed, seductive speech is impossible without the body; at the 
same time, the seduction, with promises of marriage that never materialize, wields 
its power primarily through deploying the body as “an unconscious fantasy 
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structuring bodily desire” (119). Seductive speech, as an “enactment of desire” 
(118) in language, relies on the body to articulate what it promises and to keep it 
constant through time; and through promising a potential bond with the sexual 
body, seductive speech compels the body to comport itself in a manner that it 
indicates. 
The irreducible relation between speech and body, being incongruous and 
indissoluble, determines that the body is not located outside of speech, but stands 
as the organic basis and the ultimate reference of that speech. The desire or 
hostility enacted in speech is inevitably mediated through and modified by the 
body. For the native English speaker who somehow feels offended by ‘broken’ 
English and demonstrates a certain degree of animosity towards it, it is the 
non-native body that comes into play in the moment of utterance: being ‘broken’ 
and intimidating at the same time, the non-native body emerges from a particular 
ethnic and linguistic background, and shatters the supposed originality and unity 
of the mother tongue that ‘ought’ to emanate from the mother’s body. In the very 
center of hatred and hostility lies the anxious confrontation with the inherent 
fragmentation of language and the scandalous seduction of becoming the other. 
The brokenness of the speech stands out as the repressed or the ineffable which 
undercuts the sociopolitical logos that the native does not dare to become 
conscious of. Hence the constitutive power of ‘broken’ English: with ‘broken’ 
speech, not only does the non-native body initiate a social reality of fragmentation, 
but the native body also undergoes an anxious face-off with his/her own body, 
which is already “within the shattering, to be shattered” (Kristeva 162). For the 
non-native speaker, though considered by the native as not yet a subject whose 
linguistic performativity is socially delegitimized, the foreign accent points to 
another linguistic subjectivity whose entirety is conceived potentially realizable 
somewhere else—it could be the mother tongue that of the non-native speaker, a 
linguascape that is fancied untinged by the formidable intrusion of the other. For 
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the native, in contrast, what is left is only a ravaged homeland that he/she has no 
power to reclaim. 
 According to Butler, the body, along with its desire and intentionality, is 
indexed within the speech act. Hate speech exerts its performative power through 
“draw(ing) upon the body to articulate [its] claims, to institute the realities of 
which [it] speak(s)” (Afterword 113). The body, in this sense, is configured as 
either a conspirator or a victim that facilitates or suffers from the injurious effect. 
However, it is precisely the bodily dimension of speech that serves as Butler’s 
theoretical point of departure for the counter-speech. For Butler, the body is not 
simply located within the speech act; it is “the blindspot of speech, that which acts 
in excess of what is said, but which also acts in and through what is said” (On 
Linguistic Vulnerability 11). In other words, though presenting itself as a 
‘sovereign’ subject that guarantees the speech a legitimating effect (as the guard 
in the shibboleth test does), the speaking body is never fully aware of what it says, 
and is therefore not reducible to its utterances. The unconscious domain of the 
body, as Butler writes, makes the body itself “a sign of unknowingness” that 
“marks the limit of intentionality in the speech act” (10); it explicates the inherent 
incongruity between speech and body, and situates the capacity for failure inside 
the performative. Instead of being paralyzed or obliterated by the threat of 
injurious speech, Butler proposes, the addressed body is able to counter the 
violence by deploying the incongruous interrelation between body and speech, 
exploiting “the redoubled action of the threat (what is intentionally and 
non-intentionally performed in any speaking)” (12). However, what I have found 
in accented speech is just the opposite of Butler’s observation: the accent, being a 
residue of the irreconcilable struggle between a tongue and a language, makes the 
speech a blind spot of the body, and displays a subversion of consciousness, a 
perpetual failure to render the desired pronunciation. In accented speech, the 
incongruity is not the redemptive force for survivability; in contrast, it is the target 
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of violence and therefore, the source of vulnerability.  
 Maxine Hong Kingston, in The Women Warrior: Memoirs of a Girlhood 
Among Ghosts, portrays the in-between experiences of her family and other 
Chinese immigrants who live in an enclosed Chinese community in San Francisco. 
With an intricate blending of voices and genres, often contradictory and 
ambiguous, this memoir invokes the cultural displacement and the social, 
economic, and linguistic discrimination faced by Chinese immigrants. In the last 
chapter, “A Song for a Barbarian Reed Pipe,” Kingston dedicates quite a few 
pages to her preference for staying silent in her childhood, and the ensuing 
anxiety that pressured her into speaking at school—an enduring anxiety that she 
later projected on another mute Chinese girl in the form of revengeful abuse and 
physical attack. Kingston’s struggle with speech and silence in the memoir is 
traced back to the lingual frenectomy3 that her mother inflicted upon her when 
Kingston was still just a baby. Being a crucial nexus where the body meets its 
voice, the tongue is often perceived as a powerful sword that no one (especially 
women) can “let rust.” However, it is also the softest part of the body, under 
which “men are crushed to death.” Being simultaneously the sturdiest and the 
most vulnerable, the tongue is always the battlefield of its two connotations—the 
physical domain of the mouth and the language. Lingual frenectomy, as a 
consequence, is committed so as to stitch the language to the tongue. As a vivid 
illustration of the anxiety regarding the incongruity between body and speech, the 
following passage deserves citation in full: 
She pushed my tongue up and sliced the frenum. Or maybe she 
snipped it with a pair of nail scissors. I don’t remember her 
doing it, only her telling me about it, but all during childhood I 
felt sorry for the baby whose mother waited with scissors or !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!3! A lingual frenectomy is a process that involves snipping the frenulum, the web of stringy tissue below the 
tongue. It is often performed to treat a tongue-tied patient. !
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knife in hand for it to cry—and then, when its mouth was wide 
open like a baby bird’s, cut. The Chinese say “a ready tongue is 
an evil.” 
I used to curl up my tongue in front of the mirror and tauten my 
frenum into a white line, itself as thin as a razor blade. I saw no 
scars in my mouth. I thought perhaps I had had two frena, and 
she had cut one. I made other children open their mouths so I 
could compare theirs to mine. I saw perfect pink membranes 
stretching into precise edges that looked easy enough to cut. 
Sometimes I felt very proud that my mother committed such a 
powerful act upon me. At other times I was terrified—the first 
thing my mother did when she saw me was to cut my tongue.  
“Why did you do that to me, Mother?” 
“I told you.” 
“Tell me again.” 
“I cut it so that you would not be tongue-tied. Your tongue 
would be able to move in any language. You’ll be able to speak 
languages that are completely different from one another. You’ll 
be able to pronounce anything. Your frenum looked too tight to 
do those things, so I cut it.” (164)    
The whole event of tongue-cutting is based on the storytelling of Kingston’s 
mother, which is later reproduced with complementary and/or contradictory 
details in Kingston’s own imagination. A kind of mysterious unknowingness and 
disquieting uncertainty hovers over Kingston’s narration of tongue-cutting: 
though neither her memory nor the scarless tongue confirms her mother’s account 
of lingual frenectomy, for Kingston, the tongue itself becomes an alien, 
unknowable, yet fetishized object. Throughout her childhood, Kingston is 
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obsessed with observing her tongue in the mirror, or comparing it with other 
children’s tongues; the tongue becomes the uncanny space where Kingston meets 
the nuances and (un)desirability of her own body and the body of others.  
Repeatedly requesting information concerning the factors motivating her 
mother to cut her tongue, Kingston is assured again and again of the primordial 
incongruity between her tongue and speech. The powerful act of tongue-cutting, 
operated under the conviction of bodily adaptation for desired speech, functions 
as a lingual castration that aims to steer Kingston away from the accent-related 
fissure between body and speech. As “the organ of speech, the very organic 
condition of speech, and the vehicle of speech” (Afterword 115), the tongue 
certainly deserves an appropriate level of attention; however, when such an 
organic basis is taken as essential, it can lead to the belief that accented speech 
can be circumvented and a unification between tongue and speech can be 
achieved, for example through the act of cutting.  
It is reported that in Korea some clinics carry out lingual frenectomy and 
claim that it is a miraculous cure for Korean children who cannot “speak English 
properly” (“Koreans Take a Short Cut on the Road to English”). The tongue is 
perceived to be born with a nationality, and therefore is naturally modified for the 
pronunciation of one’s mother tongue. The non-native tongue, used to produce the 
sounds of Chinese or Korean, is conceived of as incompatible and undesirable for 
the rendition of ‘non-accented’ English. Moreover, it is configured not for the 
natural and organic condition of speech; instead, it becomes an alien object that 
dislodges the intimacy between speech and body, and a misfit that could only be 
fixed through the very act of cutting. The tongue is fantasized as a site that 
accommodates a primordial incongruity between speech and body, and an organ 
that entails preventive interventions, which all the while showcases the 
fundamental vulnerability of the body. When Kingston had other children open 
their mouths, she saw perfect pink membranes that “looked easy enough to cut” 
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(164). The tongue is vulnerable for all; especially for the non-native tongue, it is 
always already the locus of violence.  
II. FROM SILENCE TO BROKENNESS 
Except for being “the ineluctable vehicle for the performance of the speech act,” 
Butler conjures up Felman’s observation in terms of the unconscious dimensions 
of the body, and claims that the body “signifies what is unintentional, what is not 
admitted into the domain of ‘intention,’ primary longings, the unconscious and its 
claims” (Afterword 119). It is the unconscious, according to Butler, that posits an 
insurmountable gap between body and speech, a gap that either produces the body 
as a referential excess or leads the speech to misfire. In her memoir, recalling the 
effect of tongue-cutting on her speech, Kingston writes,  
If my mother was not lying she should have cut more, scraped 
away the rest of the frenum skin, because I have a terrible time 
talking. Or she should not have cut at all, tampering with my 
speech. When I went to kindergarten and had to speak English 
for the first time, I became silent. A dumbness—a shame—still 
cracks my voice in two, even when I want to say “hello” 
casually, or ask an easy question in front of the check-out 
counter, or ask directions of a bus driver. I stand frozen, or I 
hold up the line with the complete, grammatical sentence that 
comes squeaking out at impossible length. “What did you say?” 
says the cab driver, or “Speak up,” so I have to perform again, 
only weaker the second time. […] It spoils my day with 
self-disgust when I hear my broken voice come skittering out 
into the open. It makes people wince to hear it. (165) 
Notably, according to the memoir, Kingston’s mother Brave Orchid spoke 
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‘broken’ and accented English. The act of tongue-cutting, committed by an 
‘inadequate’ English speaker, thereby aimed to help Kingston avoid or counter the 
detrimental effect of accented speech that Orchid herself had possibly experienced. 
However, for Kingston, if the tongue is really the site where the English accent 
meets her body, her mother should have cut more or not cut at all, because when 
she had to speak English in kindergarten, a stubborn dumbness still broke her 
voice up and had her retreat to muteness. The incongruity between tongue and 
speech persisted, disillusioning her mother’s expectation of achieving a simple 
unity through the act of cutting, and constantly thwarting against Kingston’s 
conscious intent to produce an impeccable speech.  
 With the shame of her ‘cracked’ speech and the wince people exhibit when 
hearing it, it is very easy to rush to the conclusion that Kingston’s silence results 
from the very brokenness of her speech. However, what I want to argue here is 
quite the contrary: if we read on to see what silence means for Kingston—not an 
absence of meaning and speech, but a black curtain through which multiple 
meanings and possibilities can emerge—it is fair to conclude that her failure in 
producing unbroken speech could also come from her inability to remain silent 
under the pressure to speak out. In the memoir, Kingston juxtaposes silence with 
the black curtain over her drawings: 
My silence was thickest—total—during the three years that I 
covered my school paintings with black paint. I painted layers of 
black over houses and flowers and suns, and when I drew on the 
blackboard, I put a layer of chalk on top. I was making a stage 
curtain, and it was the moment before the curtain parted or rose. 
[…] I spread them out (so black and full of possibilities) and 
pretended the curtains were swinging open, flying up, one after 
another, sunlight underneath, mighty operas. (165) 
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Silence, metaphorically presented in Kingston’s paintings as the black curtain, 
demonstrates “a will not to say or a will to unsay” (Minh-ha 373) what has been 
socially and institutionally expected and solicited. For Kingston, silence, as a 
temporal suspension of language, enables an exclusive and secret intimacy with 
what has been (un)expressed. In silence, the signifiers (the houses, flowers and 
suns) do not attain signification through socially sanctioned interpretations, but 
develop a direct and affective association with the body. In Strangers to 
Ourselves, Kristeva talks about a willful ‘polymorphic mutism’ of the foreigner: 
Silence has not only been forced upon you, it is within you: a 
refusal to speak, a fitful sleep riven to an anguish that wants to 
remain mute, the private property of your proud and mortified 
discretion, that silence is a harsh light. Nothing to say, 
nothingness, no one on the horizon. An impervious fullness: 
cold diamond, secret treasury, carefully protected, out of reach. 
(16)   
Here, silence rids itself of its negative connotations, and instead stands as a 
gesture of self-esteem and a treasure with unfolded richness. This reading of 
silence distances itself from its historical linkage with oppression, and gives the 
silent subject the possibility of agency and resistance.  
 Silence is often perceived as a threshold between presence and absence, 
between what is said and what is repressed. Morgen and Coombes indicate in 
their essay “Subjectivities and Silences, Mother and Woman: Theorizing an 
Experience of Silence as a Speaking Subject” that silence enables exclusion 
and/or marginalization, and “reproduce(s) criteria of inadmissibility or 
incompetence through social power relations in which the absence of speech is 
constituted as a position of incompetence in performing an admissible utterance 
of response,” or “in performing a narrative appropriate to local moral orders” 
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(368). Silence, in accordance with the above theoretical articulations, is 
interpreted as an absence of speech and refers to an enforced constant position in 
which the ineffable and the unacceptable are codified and suppressed. The silent 
speaker is construed not only as a passive victim of the discursive domination, but 
more importantly, as an accomplice whose submissive tolerance in the face of 
suppression gives rise to self-marginalization. There is no doubt that the practice 
of silence does somehow constitute the marginalized position of Kingston and the 
other Chinese girls: according to Kingston’s account, she was put by the teacher 
“in the low corner under the stairs again, where the noisy boys usually sat” 
because of her failure to pronounce ‘here’ and ‘I’ in class; and when the class did 
a play, “the whole class went to the auditorium except the Chinese girls” as their 
voices were “too soft or nonexistent” (167). However, to equal silence with 
negativity, passivity, and an absence of meaning and/or intention, while to relate 
speech to agency, subjectivity, and empowerment, could also be an ideological 
deployment of the speaking subject, whose dominant position in the social 
hierarchy makes his/her voice able to be heard and exert an influence. Through a 
denial of the multiple articulations of silence, the speaking subject aims to offer 
his/her spoken discourse a legitimating effect and a sovereign authority, while 
dismissing the possibility that silence could also make a voice heard, or speak in 
another way.  
  In The Woman Warrior, Kingston offers an illustration of how silence is 
caused by her confusing confrontation with the ‘I’ in English; the capital form, 
with a straight middle and a hat above gives the American ‘I’ a self-assured 
sovereignty that goes beyond Kingston’s grasp. 
Reading out loud was easier than speaking because we did not 
have to make up what to say, but I stopped often, and the 
teacher would think I’d gone quiet again. I could not understand 
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“I.” The Chinese “I” has seven strokes, intricacies. How could 
the American “I,” assuredly wearing a hat like the Chinese, have 
only three strokes, the middle so straight? Was it out of 
politeness that this writer left off strokes the way a Chinese has 
to write her own name small and crooked? No, it was not 
politeness; “I” is a capital and “you” is lower-case. I stared at 
that middle line and waited so long for its black center to 
resolve into tight strokes and dots that I forgot to pronounce it. 
(166) 
Here Kingston’s silence is pregnant with multiple meanings: a questioning of the 
sovereignty of the capital ‘I’, an unpleasant confrontation with two language 
mentalities, and an unexpected dislocation of the body in the realm of the 
in-between. The American ‘I’, according to Kingston, denotes an unfamiliar 
linguistic mentality in terms of the intersubjective relation, which is 
fundamentally different from the Chinese mentality she has been taught and 
grown up with. The Chinese ‘I’ (), unlike the simple yet assertive ‘I’ in English, 
has a “bent back,” which for Kingston, is related to the humbleness and politeness 
that Chinese culture emphasizes. In English, “ ‘I’ is a capital and ‘you’ is lower 
case”; whereas in Chinese, ‘I’ is the humble (
) and ‘you’ is the Majesty (
)4. Therefore, the self-assured subjectivity of the American ‘I’ is confusing or 
even incomprehensible for Kingston. And in the her very silence lies what Felman 
calls “the missed encounter between languages” (59). “[I]f languages are tongues, 
tongues are bodies—” Felman writes, “and as bodies they are deaf, and foreign to 
each other. One can be translated into another, but they are intrinsically incapable !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!4! In!ancient!Chinese,!there!are!many!different!ways!to!refer!to!self!and!other.!Most!forms!of!address!regarding!the!self!imply!a!kind!of!selfEcontempt,!while!the!ones!regarding!the!other!suggest!reverence!and!honor.!For!instance,!the!emperor!usually!addresses!himself!as!the!lonely!(),!the!poor!(
).!When!one!refers!to!the!other,!one!often!uses!“”!(which!literally!means!“under!the!roof”),!“	”!(under!your!foot).!To!show!respect,!Chinese!people!avoid!addressing!others!directly,!but!often!refer!to!something!else!instead,!to!take!the!place!of!the!addressee’s!name.! !
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of hearing, of understanding, one another” (59). The confrontation between 
Chinese ‘I’ and American ‘I’, depicted in the previous scenario, attests to “the 
impenetrability of linguistic mentalities, of the radical heteronomy of the ways of 
thinking determined by language foreign to each other” (Felman 60). On the 
speech level, Kingston notices as well that there is a seemingly impregnable wall 
lying between Chinese and English. For the American, Chinese people speak in a 
manner that “everybody talk(s) at once, big arm gestures, spit flying” (171). 
Kingston writes, “[y]ou can see the disgust on American faces looking at women 
like that. It isn’t just the loudness. It is the way Chinese sounds, chingchong ugly, 
to American ears”; at the same time, “the Chinese can’t hear Americans at all, the 
language is too soft and western music unhearable” (171). The inherent 
differences in Chinese and English trap Kingston in an in-between space, 
incapable of reconciling the two languages and cultures. Silence is therefore the 
meta-language of the liminal body; it breathes the linguistic origin and history of 
Kingston into English, giving that language a ‘here’, a ‘now’, and a speaking 
body. Here, silence does not point to a lack or an absence of meaning; instead, it 
refers to an enactment of difference, which serves as a departing point for agency 
and subjectivity.  
III. WHEN SILENCE BECOMES A MISERY 
“Silence can be a direct consequence of prohibition,” writes King-Kok Cheung in 
Articulate Silences: Hisaye Yamamoto, Maxine Hong Kingston, Joy Kogawa, it 
“can be imposed by the family in an attempt to maintain dignity or secrecy, by the 
ethnic community in adherence to cultural etiquette, or by the dominant culture in 
an effort to prevent any voicing of minority experiences” (3). Enforced silence 
stunts the tongue and chokes back the voice of the minority or the dissident. In the 
opening chapter of The Woman Warrior, Kingston tells a forbidden story of her 
no-name aunt, who was denied and deliberately forgotten after she betrayed the 
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family by committing adultery and suicide. The familial silence about the 
no-name aunt, for Kingston, served as a beyond-death punishment that not only 
consigned her aunt to oblivion, but also made Kingston aware of the injurious 
power of the ineffable—“I have believed that sex was unspeakable and words so 
strong and fathers so frail that ‘aunt’ would do my father mysterious harm” (16). 
At the expense of banishing the undesirable body from the memory of language 
and speech, silence was initially adopted by Kingston so as to circumvent the 
violence of language. However, with the sealed lips, Kingston found her herself 
become a ghost that guarded a memory that had denied her own very existence. 
“But how can I have that memory when I couldn’t talk?” Kingston writes, “[m]y 
mother says that we, like the ghosts, have no memories” (167). Silence, on that 
account, is not only enforced upon the undesirable body through eliminating its 
existence from speech, but more crucially, displaces the one who participates in 
silencing others outside of memory.  
 Silence hinders speech; however, “[n]ot just prohibition against speech,” as 
Cheung observes, “but also coercion to speak can block articulation” (169). In 
Articulate Silences, Cheung takes issue with the vocal mandate prevalent in 
America that tends to invest “blanket endorsements of speech and [a] reductive 
perspective on silence”(3). Valorizing speech over silence, Cheung explains, the 
American mainstream discourse overlooks the “more salient, less verbal” nuances 
of Asian cultures, resulting in indiscriminate renouncement of silence and 
deliberate reversal of the stereotypical image of quiet and obedient Asians among 
some Asian American male critics. The logocentric tendency, which makes 
silence “an out-of-awareness phenomenon—the ground against which the figure 
of talk is perceived” (Tannen & Saville-Troike xi), obscures the multiple 
articulations of silence and privileges speech, as a sign of sanity and mental 
stability, over silence. “Foreground[ing] the silence depicted in the Asian 
American texts” (20), Cheung aims to reveal the other faces of silence, the very 
! !39!
antitheses of passivity. Cheung proposes that silence, like speech, can be 
provocative, attentive, and rhetorical, and can spur creativity and structure the 
effusive texts. Moreover, as I will demonstrate, the speech imperative, as an 
impulse that suppresses the multivalent articulations of silence, can lead to the 
brokenness of speech, and even trigger violence.  
“It was when I found out I had to talk that school became a misery,” Kingston 
writes, “that the silence became a misery” (166). Kingston suffered from her 
silence not only because of the failed IQ test and punishments from her teacher, 
but more crucially, the self-censorship ingrained in her mind—“I did not speak 
and felt bad each time that I did not speak,” Kingston writes, “I read aloud in first 
grade, though, and heard the barest whisper with little squeaks come out of my 
throat” (166). Tortured by the necessity of talking, Kingston gradually became a 
guard of her own speech and felt ashamed of her muteness. With guilt and shame, 
Kingston choked back the undesirable silence; and with a bleeding throat, she 
learned to “invent an American-feminine speaking personality” (172) in a 
faltering and broken manner right from the very outset. In a “pressed-duck voice” 
(192), she “whisper(ed) and quack(ed)” (200) so that she would not be captured 
by silence and consigned to oblivion under the pressure of the speech imperative. 
The brokenness of Kingston’s speech served as a sacrifice against her desperate 
efforts in chasing away silence from bodily and linguistic articulations. The 
splintered speech in English, stubborn and devastating, even had a strong 
influence on Kingston’s Chinese speaking. When most of the Chinese kids 
somehow found their voices in the Chinese school, and their bodies regained 
liveliness—as Kingston writes, “[t]here we chanted together, voices rising and 
falling, loud and soft, some boys shouting, everybody reading together and not 
alone with one voice […] The boys who were so well-behaved in the American 
school played tricks on them and talked back to them”—Kingston realized that 
the peculiar fear pertaining to her English speech, again, broke up her and her 
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sister’s voices “like twigs underfoot” when they had to speak in class:  
She [Kingston’s sister] did not pause or stop to end the 
embarrassment. She kept going until she said the last word, and 
then she sat down. When it was my turn, the same voice came 
out, a crippled animal running on broken legs. You could hear 
splinters in my voice, bones rubbing jagged against each other. 
(168) 
The ‘fragile’ yet unceasing rendition of speech from Kingston and her sister 
mark out an uncompromising endeavor to leap over silence. The cracked voice, 
according to Kingston, is like a wounded animal that attempts to outrun its 
helplessness on broken and vulnerable legs.  
The very suppression of silence is fueled by an imperative for speech. When 
internalized and further projected on the silent other, this process can lead the 
vulnerable to violence and revenge on the undesirable silence. In her memoir, 
Kingston gives an account of how she tries to torture another mute Chinese girl 
into speech:  
“You’re going to talk,” I said, my voice steady and normal, as it 
is when talking to the familiar, the weak, and the small. “I am 
going to make you talk, you sissy-girl.” […] I looked into her 
face so that I could hate it close up. She wore black bangs, and 
her cheeks were pink and white. She was baby soft. I thought 
that I could put my thumb on her nose and push it bonelessly in, 
indent her face. […] I stared at the curve of her nape. I wished I 
was able to see what my own neck looked like from the back 
and sides. I hoped it did not look like hers; I wanted a stout neck. 
(175) 
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Kingston associates the silent Chinese girl with “the familiar, the weak, and the 
small,” whose softness and fragility seduces Kingston into violence. From the 
very repulsion towards the soft weak body of the silent girl, Kingston in fact 
struggles with her self-image—the reluctance and horror of being mute, dumb, 
and invisible. At first, along with squeezing and pinching the Chinese girl’s face, 
Kingston tries to make her say basic words, like ‘no’ or ‘hi’, or her own name. 
Then later, when her ‘well-intentioned’ efforts turn out to be futile, Kingston 
writes: 
            She shook her head, her mouth curved down, crying. I could see 
her tiny white teeth, baby teeth. I wanted to grow big strong 
yellow teeth. “You do have a tongue,” I said. “So use it.” I 
pulled the hair at her temples, pulled the tears out of her eyes. 
“Say ‘Ow,’”I said. “Just ‘Ow.’ Say, ‘Let go.’ Go ahead. Say it. 
I’ll honk you again if you don’t say, ‘Let me alone.’ Say, ‘Leave 
me alone,’ and I’ll let you go. I will. I’ll let go if you say it. You 
can stop this anytime you want to, you know. (178) 
Promising the silent girl that her speech has the power to halt the violence, 
Kingston aims to make the girl realize the performative force of her own speech 
and thereby seduce her into talking. However, what Kingston does is more than 
just explicating “a referential field to act upon and transform” (Felman 112), a 
reality that is capable of being influenced and modified with desired speech act; 
associating her own violence with the Chinese girl’s muteness, Kingston posits 
the very silence and the failed speech act of the girl as the mainspring of violence. 
The silent other becomes the one who should take responsibility for the abuse and 
attack. As the girl continues to refuse to cooperate and speak out, Kingston begins 
to blame her for triggering the violence: 
 “Now look what you’ve done,” I scolded. “You’re going to pay 
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for this. I want to know why. And you’re going to tell me why. 
You don’t see I’m trying to help you out, do you? Do you want 
to be like this, dumb (do you know what dumb means?), your 
whole life? […] And you, you are a plant. Do you know that? 
That’s all you are if you don’t talk. If you don’t talk, you can’t 
have a personality. You’ll have no personality and no hair. 
You’ve got to let people know you have a personality and a 
brain.” (180) 
    It is interesting to see that the practice of silence is actually interpreted by 
Kingston as a reversed act of hate speech: by remaining silent, the Chinese girl is 
perceived to have invited the violence that targets on her own body. Whereas 
silence constitutes the girl in a plant-like existence, speech is promoted by 
Kingston as the counteraction that could alter the reality of being recognized as 
‘dumb’ and ‘brainless’. However, if we consider speech as a passage into action, 
“an extended doing, [or] a performance with effects” (On Linguistic Vulnerability 
7), how effective is the fragmented speech in modifying reality? Can it 
successfully do things with words? 
Kingston recalls in her memoir that when the Rexall drugstore mistakenly 
delivered a box of pills to their house, her mother thought the Delivery Ghost was 
“bringing a plague on the family.” “Revenge. We’ve got to avenge this wrong on 
our future, on our health, and on our lives,” Kingston’s mother fumed, 
“[n]obody’s going to sicken my children and get away with it” (169). To “rectify 
the crime,” Kingston was forced to go to the drugstore and get the reparation 
candy. Her mother told Kingston, “[y]ou say, ‘you have tainted my house with 
sick medicine and must remove the curse with sweetness. He’ll understand.’” For 
Kingston’s mother, resembling a speech act not unlike a curse in witchcraft, the 
deed of the delivery boy incorporated an illocutionary force that would inflict 
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misfortune upon the family; and she believed the detrimental effect could be 
countered through corrective words and acts. Kingston was therefore forced to 
talk things out.  
“Mymotherseztagimmesomecandy,” I said to the druggist. Be 
cute and small. No one hurts the cute and small. 
“What? Speak up. Speak English,” he said, big in his white 
druggist coat. 
“Tatatagimme somecandy.” (170) 
As requested by her mother, Kingston attempts to dislodge the threatening 
consequence from the ‘improper’ behavior of the delivery boy. However, with her 
imposed yet ‘fractured’ speech, Kingston is actually trying to modify a reality that 
is beyond the pharmacist’s grasp. How is it possible to bridge the gap between 
two realities when speech itself has posited a linguistic and cognitive gap? 
Kingston does get a handful of lollipops from the pharmacist in the end, and after 
that, she receives candies all year round. Kingston’s mother thinks she has “taught 
the Druggist Ghosts a lesson in good manners,” whereas Kingston knows “they 
did not understand. They thought we were beggars without a home who lived in 
the back of the laundry. They felt sorry for us” (171). We have seen, in this case, 
that the capacity for misfire is inherent in broken speech; and the act of failing, 
furthermore, as Felman comments on Austin’s conceptions of misfire, “is not a 
simple negation, a simple absence of presence (of substance), nor even a simple 
absence of act” (57). Lots of things have been achieved with the broken 
speech—candies are obtained and the assigned task is fulfilled, as in Kingston’s 
case—but the purported act, or the intended outcome of the speech (removing the 
curse while letting the pharmacist be aware of his fault) is missed and without 
effect.  
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CONCLUSION 
In the late eighteenth and nineteenth century, along with the prevalent linguistic 
insecurity5 and the prescriptive tenor, Mugglestone observes in ‘Talking Proper’, 
there emerged “a set of regionally neutral ‘standard pronunciation features’, from 
the [h] which it would be ‘social suicide’ to omit in the wrong place, to the [iŋ] 
which ‘polite speakers’ all over the country required” (321). Accent, commonly 
perceived as an indicator of the speaker’s place of birth, was in the first place a 
spatial revelation that helped to locate the speaker “in a multi-dimensional social 
space” (318); the emerging paradigm of ‘received pronunciation’ of the time 
strived for adopting a geographically neutral accent through eradicating what 
Sheridan proclaimed to be 
           those odious distinctions between subjects of the same King, 
and members of the same community, which are chiefly kept 
alive by differences of pronunciation… for these in a manner 
proclaim the place of a man’s birth, whenever he speaks, which 
otherwise could not be known by any other means in mixed 
society. (Mugglestone 316)  
In other words, accent was configured to have enacted differences within the 
same community, and thereby contributed to social inequality and stratification. 
In fact, instead of being the primary hindrance to social harmony, Mugglestone 
argues, accent itself was subject to the framing ideology of the institutional 
discourse, and actually became the ready maker of social difference in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth century, with the “heightened sensibilities which tended 
[…] to foreground its nuances as a prime determiner of social, cultural, and even 
intellectual acceptability” (255). Accent, in this case, is inscribed with the 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!5! In a letter to J. A. H. Murray, H. Sweet mentions that people at that time expected linguists “to set up a 
standard by which they could ‘correct’ their own natural utterances, and the more artificial and unreal that 
standard, the more they would have been pleased.” See Lynda Mugglestone, ‘Talking Proper’, p 321.!
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institutional deployment of the spoken word: a single rendering of the ‘intrusive’ 
[r] or the careless dropping of [h] will attest to the inadequate literacy of the 
speaker, and kick him/her out from the refined, educated, and superior class. 
Accented speech, as a consequence, is always more than a linguistic phenomenon: 
it produces an excess beyond the statement, an irreducible surplus that points to 
and further subjugates the speaker to a linguistically and socially inferior status. 
One illustration that epitomizes the constitutive power of accent is the ‘fatal’ letter  
[h], whose “presence in initial positions associated almost inevitably with the 
‘educated’ and ‘polite’, while its loss commonly triggered popular connotations of 
the ‘vulgar’, the ‘ignorant’, and the ‘lower class’” (107). Here, we can see that the 
[h], once a phonetic component that had only become signifiable when combined 
with other components in a sequence of phonemes, was mobilized in the late 
nineteenth century to index the speaking body. Hence the illocutionary force of 
[h]: with its presence or absence in an utterance, the [h] produced a referential 
residue of meaning that permeated the social reality of the speaker, and thereby 
attained what Austin calls the ‘illocutionary force’ or ‘force of utterance.’  
However, in contemporary society with a proliferation of World Englishes (a 
phenomenon under the influence of globalization and migration), the 
foreign-accented speech becomes more inclined to triggering animosity and 
violence, while accented English spoken by the native is tolerated or even 
promoted to reflect linguistic diversity6. A shift has occurred in reference to 
accent-based hostility: instead of being utilized as a salient marker of class 
division, accent “linked to skin that isn’t white, or which signals a third-world 
homeland” (238), as Rosina Lippi-Green points out, is more likely to be !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!6! A prominent instance is the changing attitudes towards native and non-native accented English on the BBC. 
When the BBC was first set up, announcers were required to equally elevate “standards of decorum and tone 
throughout the nation.” Later the exemplary role of the BBC in promoting Standard English was gradually 
weakened; it attempted to broaden the varieties of native-accented English heard over the radio. However, the 
way the BBC presents foreign-accented English still tends to reinforce a hierarchy between Britain and other 
nations. See Lynda Mugglestone, ‘Talking Proper’, p 324; Kenn Nakata Steffensen, “BBC English with an 
Accent: ‘African’ and ‘Asian’ Accents and the Translation of Culture in British Broadcasting,” p 511.!
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stigmatized and assaulted. Kenn Nakata Steffensen writes in “BBC English with 
an Accent: ‘African’ and ‘Asian’ Accents and the Translation of Culture in British 
Broadcasting” that  
  rather than representing and creating relations of domination 
and subordination between native speakers of different social 
variants of the same language, the non-native accent signifies 
that the bearer of the accent is an outsider, masters the language 
incompletely and is therefore often considered culturally inferior 
to native speakers. (514)  
Compared with other indicators (skin colors, religions, rituals) that denote 
foreignness, accented speech is subtler, more convenient, and more politically 
correct in inflicting hatred on the other. However, the model offered by both 
Steffensen and Lippi-Green, which characterizes the accented speaker as a 
perpetual outsider with inadequate language capability, overlooks the complexity 
involved in the interactions between accent and ethnicity: the accented English 
associated with certain ethnicities is sometimes perceived of as more irritating. 
Concerning the dynamic relation between accent and ethnicity, Carina Bauman 
carried out research on American listeners’ attitudes towards various 
foreign-accented speeches, and found that Asian-accented English was rated 
significantly lower in terms of attractiveness, status, and dynamism, compared 
with mainstream US English and Brazilian Portuguese accented English (15). 
Different evaluations of foreign-accented English loosen the association of the 
non-native accent with the undesirable outsider, which further leads to the issue of 
why and how accented speech, in general, is capable of acting against the 
speaking body, and in some extreme cases, facilitating bodily harassment or 
violence.  
Inspired by “On Linguistic Vulnerability,” in which Judith Butler examines 
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the illocutionary force of hate speech in “a condensed historicity” (3), in this 
paper I have focused on the moment that accented speech captures the body. The 
injurious efficacy of accented speech derives from nuances of speech itself and 
the fact that the body is forced to speak out its difference. Through a close reading 
of certain scenes depicted in Amy Tan’s essay “Mother Tongue,” I have 
attempted to apply the reversed hate speech model to the specific case of Tan’s 
mother, whose ‘broken’ English appears to inflict insult upon the speaking body, 
enjoining her to reoccupy an inferior social position, and making her suffer from 
mistreatment and/or people’s deliberate blindness to her welfare. With the 
practice of ‘broken’ speech, Tan’s mother seems to be positioned in an injurious 
trajectory: even if she tries to arrest this malicious force by claiming that she is 
injured, her complaints and efforts are inclined to become futile, or even trigger 
more mockery. Realizing as well that her English has demarcated her agency to 
undo the harm of accented speech, she attempts to circumvent it by constantly 
designating Tan, whose ‘perfect’ English seems able to exert an influence on 
reality, to talk back for her. Here, we can see a different kind of vulnerability 
pertaining to the accented speaker. In the speech act of offensive name-calling, 
language is exploited to restage a repulsive image that clings to that name, and 
therefore to install a social reality where the body and the image become 
indistinguishable. For instance, to be called ‘queer’ is to be situated temporarily in 
a discursive chain that structures ‘queer’ as abnormal and detestable; in this 
scenario, both language and body are instrumentalized to realize the equation 
between queerness and the reality of the addressed body. However, in the 
accented speech act, instead of being an apparatus that anyone can utilize to 
unfasten the link between the imposed image and the body, language itself 
becomes the blind spot of the body, which in turn, delimits the very discoursive 
agency of the body. For the accented speaker, the incongruity between speech and 
body is exploited as an image, broken and inadequate, to wound him/her; as a 
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consequence, any attempt of resignification runs the risk of reinforcing that 
image.  
 Maxine Hong Kingston, in The Woman Warrior, gives an account of her 
experience of being forced to undo the ‘curse’ by negotiating with a pharmacist. 
As a result of her ‘fractured’ and stammering speech, Kingston’s request makes 
no sense to the pharmacist at first, as the language and speech itself appears alien 
and unrecognizable. Although later it seems she has accomplished what her 
mother asks her to do, Kingston knows it is only “a dialogue of the deaf” (Felman 
60) that fails to deliver the purported act: mediated through Kingston’s ‘fragile’ 
English, her mother and the pharmacist translate each other’s behavior with false 
beliefs. In fact, the act of failure or misfire constitutes a significant dimension of 
accented speech. It is reported that compared with the native English speaker, the 
non-native who speaks accented English is perceived of as less trustworthy 
(Lev-Ari and Keysar 1093), and encounters more troubles in finding a job or 
renting a flat (Mundo 39); even in criminal trials, “accented eyewitness testimony 
provided in legal settings is perceived less favorably than non-accented testimony” 
(Frumkin 328).  
 As accented speech seems to situate the speaking body within an injurious 
trajectory, the accented speaker, according to some narratives, ends up saying 
nothing so as to circumvent the dreadful injuries and traumas. The silent other is 
often constructed as ‘being-silenced’, while silence is attributed with negative and 
passive connotations. However, what I want to bring to attention in this paper is 
that not only can the detrimental efficacy of accented speech result in silence, but 
also the enforced speech, along with a reductive perspective and a radical denial 
of silence, can lead to the very brokenness of speech, and even inflict animosity 
and violence on the one who decides to remain silent. The rich articulations of 
silence, as we can see from Kingston’s account, are dismissed so as to valorize 
speech. In a quarrel with her mother, Kingston screamed, “It’s your fault I talk 
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weird. […] Ha! You can’t stop me from talking. You tried to cut off my tongue, 
but it didn’t work.” Kingston interpreted the act of tongue-cutting as an endeavor 
to silence her speech and voice, whereas her mother, “who is a champion talker, 
was, of course shouting at the same time. ‘I cut it to make you talk more, not less, 
you dummy’” (202). The impulse for ‘proper’ and proliferative speech urged 
Kingston’s mother to perform tongue-cutting on her daughter; and it is the same 
speech imperative that later branded Kingston as mentally challenged and made 
her flunk kindergarten. Silence, as a consequence, became a misery for her. The 
exigency to prove that she had “a personality and a brain” (180) gave Kingston a 
throat pain, making her voice “a crippled animal running on broken legs” (169) 
even when she spoke Chinese. Moreover, when the necessity for speech was 
internalized, it led Kingston to project suppression and violence on silence and the 
silent other. To force and seduce a Chinese girl into speech, Kingston boldly 
resorted to violence. As the efforts turned out to be useless, Kingston advised the 
girl’s sister, “[y]our family really ought to force her to speak. You mustn’t 
pamper her” (180). In a society where talking and not talking underline the 
differentiation between sanity and insanity, tolerance towards the silent other 
becomes an unreasonable pampering.  
 In the very prohibition of silence and accented speech I have noticed a similar 
mechanism that gives violence a momentum: be it silence or accent, they all 
threaten to unleash an exclusive interrelation between signifier and referent. In 
other words, the articulations of silence and accent are not univocal, but leave 
ex-communicative residues whose significations are either unknown to the 
interlocutor or beyond the established linguistic conventions. The violence 
involved in accented and imposed speech, therefore, is deeply rooted in a fear 
towards the heterogeneous other, and a desire to sustain or recover the 
unidimensionality of speech and body. It reflects a special psychology of the 
native speaker who confronts with the foreign-accented English; and it is this 
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psychology, the feeling of being threatened, that makes accented speech not only 
a passive receptacle of violence, but also a complicated force that owns the power 
to confound and intimidate the native speaker.  
 In “Writing in Two Tongues,” Wang Ping, a bilingual writer who immigrated 
to the United States in her early twenties, points out that sometimes when she 
stops a conversation and asks people for clarification on what they have said,  
           they get annoyed for being interrupted, or become 
condescending. My questions force them to reexamine the 
words they use, revealing unintentionally that they don’t really 
know what they are saying, or don’t mean what they are trying 
to say. Some people would feel threatened, and start mocking 
my accent and my grammatical mistakes. But I don’t care. 
Marked forever as a linguistic child by my foreign accent, I 
have a giant playground with endless toys to play with. I can 
break rules, challenge the authority of the language, and bypass 
the old ways of seeing and thinking. And I feel no shame to 
stumble and fall. (13) 
Accented English, according to Wang Ping, enables a new affective association 
with the non-native speaker, and problematizes the once perceived ‘natural’ and 
incontestable bond between language and native speaker. For Wang Ping, the 
mother tongue, which “works subtly, unconsciously, and ubiquitously,” is “like a 
pointing finger” that tells her “what to see, where to go, how to think and feel.” 
Meanwhile, when speaking a foreign tongue, Wang Ping writes, she has to “keep 
[her] eyes, ears, and mouth open all the time for new sounds, new expressions, 
new meanings” (13). The body, therefore, is detached from the foreign language 
and kept alive. Another bilingual writer Yoko Tawada, in her essay “From Mother 
Tongue to Linguistic Mother,” expresses a similar observation in terms of the 
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body and language interaction: 
[i]n your mother tongue, words are attached to your person, so 
you rarely experience a playful, pleasurable sense of language. 
In your mother tongue, thoughts cling so closely to words that 
neither can take flight independently. In a foreign language, 
however, you have something like a staple remover: it removes 
what makes things cling to one another. (143)  
A staple remover, which “could not write a single letter” but is able to unfasten 
“all the sheets of paper stapled together” (143), stands here as a metaphor for a 
non-signifying surplus generated through the encounter between a body and a 
foreign language, a ‘meaningless’ surplus that looses the tight clutch of the 
mother tongue around body, words, and thoughts. In fact, the foreign accent bears 
a close resemblance to a staple remover in the sense that it makes explicit the 
self-grounding presumption of the native speaker, and forces him/her to 
re-evaluate the relation between his/her body and mother tongue. That is why 
accent can often cause panic; and that is exactly where the survivability of the 
accented speaker lies.!
 Accent, though presented at the speech level of language, is closer to voice 
rather than language. Be it the variation in pronouncing a certain syllable, or the 
distinctive mode of tone and pitch, accent, like voice, escapes the grip of meaning, 
but at the same time “points toward meaning; it is as if there is an arrow in it 
which raises the expectation of meaning” (Dolar 14). Yet “on the way to making 
sense,” accent often draws attention to the physicality of spoken words and 
“always produces more than the sense catered for, its sounds exceed its sense” 
(146). Like voice, it constitutes an evanescent and non-signifying entity that 
“communicates itself before it communicates any definitive sense” (Hamilton 32), 
and therefore, cannot be understood as a mere component of language, but an 
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intersection between language and body. In other words, resembling “a voice with 
a grain which little signifies” (Barthes 181), accent bears a body resistant to 
symbolization, and at the same time, re-embeds the body in a material history of 
language. With accented speech, one hears that “something is there, manifest and 
stubborn (one hears only that), beyond (or before) the meaning of the words” 
(Barthes181), something that directly brings the body of the speaker to one’s ears. 
“[S]ignifying nothing, more throbbing than meaning,” accent conveys a bodily 
affect with both the speaker and the interlocutor, “[its] stream go[ing] to our 
breasts, genitals, and iridescent skin” (Desire in Language 163).  
However, with the unexpected delivery of an insignifiable body within the 
domain of language, accent activates a pre-oedipal memory in which the body is 
not yet posited as absent from the signifier, and therefore escapes the tyranny of 
meaning. On the other hand, accent reveals the ambiguity of language as a 
defensive construction that “protect[s] the body from the attacks of drives by 
making it a place—the place of the signifier—in which the body can signify itself 
through positions” (The Kristeva Reader 103). Preserving the traces of what Julia 
Kristeva calls a semiotic chora, “a non-expressive totality formed by the drives 
and their stases in a motility” (93), accent brings about a sudden flux of death 
drive that points to a regressive path of destruction and aggression, and articulates 
what the symbolic represses (but is never able to efface completely). In the 
mother tongue, one is introduced to the symbolic order primarily through a 
“narcissistic, specular, imaginary investment” (103) in the body. To some extent, 
the symbolic order is shaped by the mother tongue (that centers on the 
incontestable identification between signifier and the signified, and promotes that 
unicity to the status of given). As a consequence, an entrance into the mother 
tongue is at the expense of a denial of the body—for as a biological body, one is 
mortal and fragile, antithetical to the (illusive) orderliness and infinity of language. 
In the mother tongue, the speaker is only tolerated as a transcendental ego, his/her 
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body and consciousness excluded from the language. The confrontation with 
accented speech, therefore, evokes an inherent incongruity between body and 
speech, a clash between the semiotic and the symbolic, which threatens to expose 
the finitude of the body, and the self-grounding presumption concerning the 
mother tongue that gives rise to the subjectivity of the native speaker. The 
violence against accented speech, first and foremost, is a revenge on the body—it 
is for this reason that accent often acts as a salient trigger for bodily abuse and 
attack. However, such violence inevitably leads to a sense of helplessness, for as 
Homi Bhabha says, “denial is always a retroactive process; a half 
acknowledgement of that otherness has left its traumatic mark” (62).  
When talking about the relationships between voice, body, and language, 
Dolar explicates,  
what language and the body have in common is the voice, but 
the voice is part neither of language nor of the body. The voice 
stems from the body, but is not its part, and it upholds language 
without belonging to it, yet, in this paradoxical topology, this is 
the only point they share—and this is the topology of objet petit 
a. (73)  
For Dolar, voice occupies an intersectional space that structures language and 
bodily desire. In fact, a similar mechanism can be observed in accented speech, 
which makes it the objet petit a(ccent). Accent—“the soreness in your throat, 
desires, death drive, wasted sentences, rhythms” (Desire in Language 
162)—gives the body a momentum of fragmentation, rather than unifying it in 
representation. Through bringing into language the bodily dimension that “mother 
tongue would never allow to surface to consciousness” (Wang 13), accented 
speech is experienced as a wandering errance, an unexpected return of the 
semiotic, a rupture of the symbolic order—“We are your linguistic nightmare, 
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your linguistic aberration, your linguistic mestisaje, the subject of your burla” 
(Anzaldúa 58). Accented speech, therefore, breaking with the present context of 
‘incontestable’ linguistic rules, and opening up a temporal horizon for future 
contexts, is already a resignification of the native’s mother tongue. Accent implies 
a transgression of existing linguistic conventions; and as a transgression, accent is 
profoundly linked to desire, which emerges through and is maintained by 
transgression. Hence the objet petit a(ccent)—for the native, the accented speaker, 
who sounds familiar but is not identifiable all at once, does not represent the big 
Other with “a radical and irreducible alterity,” but rather the little other “which 
isn’t another at all, since it is essentially coupled with the ego, in a relationship 
which is always reflexive, interchangeable” (Lacan 321).  
With fear and desire running as the undercurrents of violence towards 
accented speech, the non-native speaker is able to exploit the incongruity between 
language and body, and transform the vulnerability into his/her emerging 
subjectivity. “After twenty years in America, my English is still broken, full of 
holes, and I have fallen through them many times,” Wang Ping writes, “but I’ve 
learned to fall with grace, and turned each fall into an adventure” (16). As an 
accented speaker, instead of being silenced and/or paralyzed by the imperative for 
‘proper’ speech, one actually can do a great deal more than simply fall into 
various states of self-humiliation. “[T]o see the invisible, to reach the unknown 
through [the] gracious fumble and tumble” (16), the accented speaker walks the 
path of toddler to iconoclast.  
 
 
 
 
 !
! !55!
WORKS CITED 
Agamben, Giorgio. Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life. Trans. Daniel  
Heller-Roazen. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1998. 
Print. 
Anzaldúa, Gloria. Borderlands/ La Frontera: The New Mestiza. San Francisco:  
Aunt Lute Books, 1987. Print. 
Appadurai, Arjun. Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization,  
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996. Print. 
Bhabha, Homi. “Interrogating Identity.” The Location of Culture. Routledge: New  
York, 1994. Print. 
Barthes, Roland. “The Grain of Vioice.” Image, Music, Text. Trans. Stephen  
Heath. London: Fontana, 1977. Print.  
Bauman, Carina. “Social Evaluation of Asian Accented English.” University of  
Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics19.2 (2013): 9-20. Print. 
Beaujour, Elizabeth Klosty. “Elsa Triolet.” Alien Tongues. Bilingual Russian    
Writers of the “First” Emigration. Ithaca and London: Cornell 
University Press, 1989. Print.  
Bergvall, Caroline. Fig. London: Salt, 2005. Print. 
Butler, Judith. “On Linguistic Vulnerability.” Excitable Speech: A Politics of the  
Performative. New York & London: Routledge, 1997. Print. 
---. Afterword. The Scandal of the Speaking Body: Don Juan with J.L. Austin, or  
Seduction in Two Languages. By Shoshana Felman. California: Stanford 
University Press, 2003, 113-123. Print. 
Cheung, King-Kok. Articulate Silences: Hisaye Yamamoto, Maxine Hong  
Kingston, Joy Kogawa. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993. Print. 
Dolar, Mladen. A Voice and Nothing More. Cambridge: MIT Press, 2006. Print.  
Felman, Shoshana. The Scandal of the Speaking Body: Don Juan with J.L. Austin,  
or Seduction in Two Languages. California: Stanford University Press, 
! !56!
2003. Print. 
Frumkin, Lara. “Influences of Accent and Ethnic Background on Perceptions of  
Eyewitness Testimony.” Psychology, Crime & Law 13.3 (2007): 317-331. 
Print. 
Hamilton, John T. Music, Madness, and the Unworking of Language. New York:  
Columbia UP, 2008. Print. 
Huang, Yan. The Oxford Dictionary of Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University  
Press, 2012. Print. 
Kirshner, Lewis A. “Rethinking Desire: The Object Petit a in Lacanian Theory.”  
Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 53.1 (2005): 83-102. 
Print. 
“Koreans Take a Short Cut on the Road to English.” The Independent. Richard  
Lloyd Parry, 09 April 2002. Web. 09 July 2014.  
Kristeva, Julia. Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art.  
Trans. Thomas Gora. New York: Columbia University Press, 1980. Print.  
---. Strangers to Ourselves. Trans. Leon Roudiez. New York: Columbia  
University, 1991. Print. 
---. The Kristeva Reader. Ed. Toril Moi. New York: Columbia University Press,  
1986. Print.  
----. “From Filth to Defilement.” Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjection.  
Trans. Leon Roudiez. New York: Columbia University Press, 1982. 
Print. 
Lacan, Jacques. The Seminar. Book II. The Ego in Freud’s Theory and in the  
Technique of Psychoanalysis, 1954-55. Trans. Sylvana Tomaselli. New 
York: Nortion; Cambridge: Cambridge Unviersity Press, 1988. Print.  
Lev-Ari, Shiri, and Boaz Keysar. “Why Don’t We Believe Non-native Speakers?  
The Influence of Accent on Credibility.” Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology 46 (2010): 1093-1096. Print. 
! !57!
Lippi-Green, Rosina. English with an accent: Language, Ideology, and  
Discrimination in the United States. London & New York: Routledge, 
1997. Print. 
McGonagle, Tarlach. “The Council of Europe against Online Hate Speech:  
Conundrums and Challenges.” The Council of Europe Conference of 
Ministers Responsible for Media and Information Society, ‘Freedom of 
Expression and Democracy in the Digital Age: Opportunities, Rights, 
Responsibilities’, Belgrade, 7-8 November 2013. Print. 
McNamara, Tim. “21st Century Shibboleth: Language Tests, Identity and  
Intergroup Conflict.” Language Policy 4.4 (2005): 351-370. Print.  
Morgan, Mandy, and Leigh Coombes. “Subjectivities and Silences, Mother and  
Woman: Theorizing an Experience of Silence as a Speaking Subject.” 
Feminism &Psychology 11.3 (2001): 361-375. Print. 
Mugglestone, Lynda. ‘Talking Proper’: The Rise of Accent as Social Symbol.  
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995. Print.  
Munro, Murray J. “A Primer on Accent Discrimination in the Canadian Context.”  
TESL Canada Journal 20.2 (2003): 38-51. Print.  
Perloff, Marjorie. “Language in Migration: Multilingualism and Exophonic  
Writing in the New Poetics.” Textual Practice 24.4 (2010): 725-748. 
Print. 
Saussure, Ferdinand de. Course in General Linguistics. Eds. Charles Bally and  
Albert Sechehaye. Trans. Roy Harris. La Salle, Illinois: Open Court, 
1983. Print. 
Schatzki, Theodore R., and Wolfgang Natter. “Sociocultural Bodies, Bodies  
Sociopolitical.” The Social and Political Body. New York: The Guilford 
Press, 1996. Print. 
Speiser, Ephraim Avigdor. “The Shibboleth Incident (Judges 12: 6).” Bulletin of  
the American Schools of Oriental Research 85 (1942): 10-13. Print. 
! !58!
Steffensen, Kenn Nakata. “BBC English with an Accent: ‘African’ and ‘Asian’  
Accents and the Translation of Culture in British Broadcasting.” Meta: 
Translators’ Journal. 57.2 (2012): 510-527. Print.  
Tan, Amy. “Mother Tongue.” Mother. Ed. Claudia O’Keefe. New York: Simon &  
Schuster Inc., 1996. 320–328. Print. 
Tawada, Yoko. “From Mother Tongue to Linguistic Mother.” Trans. Rachel  
Mcnichol. Manoa 18.1 (2006): 139-143. Print.  
Tannen, Deborah, and Muriel Saville-Troike. Introduction. Perspectives on  
Silence. Norwood, New Jersey: Ablex Publishing Corporation, 1985. 
Print. 
Trinh, Minh-ha T. “Not You/ Like You: Post-Colonial Women and the  
Interlocking Questions of Identity and Difference.” Making Face, 
Making Soul: Creative and Critical Perspectives of Women of color. 
Ed.Gloria Anzaldúa. San Francisco, California: Aunt Lute, 1990: 371–
375. Print. 
Wang, Ping. “Writing in Two Tongues.” Manoa 18.1 (2006): 12-16. Print.  
Yildiz, Yasemin. Beyond the Mother Tongue. The Postmonolingual Condition.  
New York: Fordham University Press, 2012. Print. 
